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Remarks 

Applicants filed this the parent application before the PTO had rules for 
numbering each paragraph. 

A. Specification Amendment 

We added the reference to the parent application to the specification as 
requested. We also changed "2" to "3" in the paragraph that begins, "State of the 
Art." 

B. Section 112 Rejections 

We canceled claim 16 and amended claim 19 to fix the "a the" language 
and other noted informalities. We also amended the clause that begins, "injecting 
contaminated liquid" to specify that initially, the vapor is within the first shell, and 
liquid containing contaminants remains on the inner surface of the first shell. 

Raising the pressure of the vapor directs the vapor to any area of lower 
pressure. In this case, it is the input to the other shell. 

C. Rejection under § 1 03(a) 

We traverse the § 103(a) rejection of Moss (Patent No. 4,597,835) or 
Lichtenthaeler (Patent No. 1 ,81 9,517) in view of Schnitzer (Patent No. 
3,904,122). 

Though Moss rotates its surfaces about an axis, it operates very differently 
than the claimed invention. Whereas the boiling and condensing occur on the 
surfaces of the shells in applicants' device, in Moss, "Vapour is fed to housing 4 
from a reboiler ... by way of vapour inlet 10, whilst liquid can be removed from 
housing 4 for return to the reboiler by means of liquid outlet 1 1 . Col. 4, line 47. In 
applicant's invention, water flows in one direction along any one shell surface, 
and the vapor flows in the same direction. In Moss, however, "Vapour and liquid 
pass radially in countercurrent, ... the liquid moving outwardly whilst the vapour 
moves radially inwardly. Col 4., line 51 . 

In addition, Moss's plates appear to be present to "define a labyrinthine 
path" for the liquid and vapor. Col 4., line 56. The concentric shells in applicants' 
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invention do not define a labyrinth. Their surfaces form the boiling and condens- 
ing surfacts. 

Amended claim 19 and new claim 20 also require "first and second con- 
centric shells" having a common axis. The plates in Moss so not share the same 
axis. 

Thus, Moss is not at all pertinent to the claims. Lichtenthaeler also is perti- 
nent. It is not a boiler-condenser; it is a "Heating System for Liquids." The liquid 
moves in a circle because it is pumped between cylinders. 

The office action cites Schnitzer as a secondary reference because it 
raises pressure. Because of the different operation of primary references, Moss 
and Lichtenthaeler, for the claimed invention, any pressure-raising teaching in 
Schnitzer is irrelevant. Even though Schnitzer also rotates plates, the plates are 
not concentric shells. Thus, the reference is not relevant to the obviousness in- 
quiry. 

Therefore, we submit that the combination of references does not create 
prima facie obviousness necessary to sustain a § 103 rejection. Accordingly, we 
request withdrawal of the § 103 rejection. 
D. Conclusion 

We complied with all the requirement and overcame the objections and re- 
jections. If the PTO believes that a telephone conference would resolve any re- 
maining issues, we would gladly participate. 

September 14, 2007 /Michael D. Harris/ 
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